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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 14 March 2001 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)Kl This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-20 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 1-17,19 and 20 is/are rejected. 

7) ^ Claim(s) 18 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) ^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)IEI All b)D Some * c)Q None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)): 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 - 2 and 1 9 - 20, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pearistein et al (US 6,668,018). 

Regarding claims 1 and 19 - 20, Pearistein '018 teaches, "process of the MPEG 

Type block wise coding of digital video image " (i.e. fig. 10) and "two zones to which 

different resolution are assigned (col. 4, lines 20 - 40), two zones of different resolutions 
are detected" (i.e. col. 10, lines 45 - 65) and "the zone corresponding to each pixel of 
these mixed blocks is determined" (i.e. col. 4, lines 20 - 40). Pearistein '018 reference 
identifies edge and black borders, which would have different resolution than the other 
part of the image. In other words the black borders or edges are less important and 
could be all zero's, than the other part of the image. Therefore, it could be encoded in 
lower resolution than the other part of the image. 

Regarding claim 2, Pearistein '018 discloses, "according to criteria of color, 
textures, brightness and/or motion of the pixel" (i.e. fig. 7-8, col. 8, lines 21 - 40). 



Application/Control Number: 10/086,603 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2613 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 3-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pearlstein et al (US 6,668,018) in view of Nilsson (US 5,973,739). 

Regarding claim 3, Pearlstein '018 teaches, "coding of an image being 
performed at one improvement (high) and one reduce (low) resolution" (i.e. col. 4, lines 
21 - 23). Pearlstein '018 fails to explicitly show base layer and/or enhancement layer. 
However, such features "layer coding" are well known and used in the prior art of the 
record as evidenced by Nilsson 739 (i.e. fig. 4, abstract). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art to use layer video coders for coding video images 
comprising lower and higher resolution. 

Regarding claims 4-5, combination of Pearlstein '018 and Nilsson '739 teach, 
"improvement layer, the difference between the image coded at maximum resolution 
and the image according to base layer" (i.e. fig. 4, abstract of Nilson and col. 4, lines 20 
- 25 of Pearlstein) and "the base layer and the improvement layer being determined 
separately, in claim 5" (i.e. fig. 4, base and enhancement layer of Nilson, and also col. 
4, lines 22 - 24, portions of frame in reduce resolution and other portion at improve 
(increase) resolution, of Pearlstein). 
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Regarding claims 6-10, combination of Pearlstein '018 and Nilsson 739 teach, 

the claimed "the image is coded via data or coefficients (DCT) , claim 7" reads on 

(fig. 10, DCT domain), and "the lower resolution is obtained either via the base layer or 
via the combination of the base layer with at least one improvement layer, in claims 9 - 
10" (i.e. fig. 4 of Nilsson). 

5. Claims 1 1 - 17, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pearlstein et al (US 6,668,018) in view of Hartung et al (US 5,481 ,308). 

Regarding claim 11, Pearlstein '018 teaches, "coding of an image being 
performed at one improvement (high) and one reduce (low) resolution, (multi resolution 
)" (i.e. col. 4, lines 21 -23). In other words presenting different portions of an image at 
different resolution. But fails to explicitly show "mixed block with two adjacent zones 
(hierarchical)". However, such features are well known and used in the prior art of the 
record as evidenced by Hartung '308 (i.e. fig. 9, col. 9, lines 62 - 67). Taking the 
combined teaching of Pearlstein and Hartung as a whole with respect to fig. 9 of 
Hartung, would make the limitation obvious. Since fig. 9, shows the mixed block with 
different resolution level. 

Regarding claims 12-17, combination of Pearlstein '018 and Hartung '308 teach 
"quantization to code the zones" (i.e. fig. 8 of Hartung) and "the closer the pixels of the 
first zone are to the second zone, the more their resolution increases, in claim 13" reads 
on (i.e. fig. 9, for example, block 1 - 4 would have the highest resolution, therefore the 
pixels in the blocks 5-7 which are closer to the border line of block 1 - 4, would have 
higher resolution than the pixels that are further away) and "each pixel of the first zone 
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is a linear function of the distance of the pixel from the second zone" would have been 

inherent in fig. 9 of Hartung, and "using mask " reads on (col. 7, lines 23 - 41 of 

Hartung). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claim 18 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Behrooz Senfi whose telephone number is 
(703)305-0132. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chris Kelley can be reached on (703)305-4856. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9314 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington, VA, Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relative to the status of the application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office 
whose telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 
B.S. 

12/22/2004 




CHRIS KELLEY 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TFC5&S0LCGY CENTER 26"* 



